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The information collected is used to
administer licensing provisions under
the PACA, to adjudicate contract
disputes, and for the purpose of
enforcing the PACA and the regulations.
The purpose of this notice is to solicit
comments from the public concerning
our information collection.

We estimate the paperwork and time
burden on the above to be as follows:

Form FV–211 (or 211–1, or 211–2, or
211–3, or 211–4, or 211–5), Application
for License: average of .25 hours per
application per response.

Form FV–231–1 (or 231–1A, or 231–2,
or 231–2A), Application for Renewal or
Reinstatement of License: Average of .05
hours per application per response.

Regulations Section 46.13—Letters to
Notify USDA of Changes in Business
Operations: Average of .05 hours per
notice per response.

Regulations Section 46.4—Limited
Liability Company Articles of
Organization and Operating Agreement:
Average of .083 hours with
approximately 220 recordkeepers.

Regulations Section 46.18-Record of
Produce Received: Average of 5 hours
with approximately 18,400
recordkeepers.

Regulations Section 46.20—Records
Reflecting Lot Numbers: Average of 8.25
hours with approximately 1,000
recordkeepers.

Regulations Section 46.46(d)(2)—
Waiver of Rights to Trust Protection:
Average of .25 hours per notice with
approximately 100 principals.

Regulations Sections 46.46(f) and
46.2(aa)(11)—Copy of Written
Agreement Reflecting Times for
Payment: Average of 20 hours with
approximately 2,670 recordkeepers.

Estimate of Burden: Public reporting
burden for this collection of information
is estimated to average 3.8203 hours per
response.

Respondents: Commission merchants,
dealers (including restaurants), and
brokers engaged in the business of
buying, selling, or negotiating the
purchase or sale of commercial
quantities of fresh and/or frozen fruits
and vegetables in interstate or foreign
commerce are required to be licensed
under the PACA (7 U.S.C. 499(c)(a)).

Estimated Number of Respondents:
15,829.

Estimated Number of Responses per
Respondent: 2.5654.

Estimated Total Annual Burden on
Respondents: 155,138.

Comments are invited on: (1) Whether
the proposed collection of information
is necessary for the proper performance
of the functions of the agency, including
whether the information will have
practical utility; (2) the accuracy of the

agency’s estimate of the burden of the
proposed collection of information
including the validity of the
methodology and assumptions used; (3)
ways to enhance the quality, utility, and
clarity of the information to be
collected; and (4) ways to minimize the
burden of the collection of information
on those who are to respond, including
the use of appropriate automated,
electronic, mechanical, or other
technological collection techniques or
other forms of information technology.
Comments may be sent to James R.
Frazier, Chief, PACA Branch, Fruit and
Vegetable Programs, USDA, Room
2095—So. Bldg., P.O. Box 96456,
Washington, DC 20090–6456. Email—
jim.frazier@usda.gov.

All responses to this notice will be
summarized and included in the request
for OMB approval. All comments will
become a matter of public record.

Dated: March 5, 2001.
Kenneth C. Clayton,
Acting Administrator, Agricultural Marketing
Service.
[FR Doc. 01–5780 Filed 3–8–01; 8:45 am]
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Notice of Request for Extension and
Revision of a Currently Approved
Information Collection

AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service,
USDA.
ACTION: Notice and request for
comments.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44
U.S.C. Chapter 35), this notice
announces the Agricultural Marketing
Service’s (AMS) intention to request an
extension for and revision to a currently
approved information collection for
report forms under the Federal milk
marketing order program.
DATES: Comments on this notice must be
received by May 8, 2001 to be assured
of consideration.
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION OR COMMENTS:
Contact William F. Newell, Chief, Order
Operations Branch, Dairy Programs,
Agricultural Marketing Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Room 2753–
S., P.O. Box 96456, Washington, DC
20090–6456, (202) 690–2375, e-mail
address: William.Newell@usda.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Title: Report Forms Under Federal
Milk Orders (From Milk Handlers and
Milk Marketing Cooperatives).

OMB Number: 0581–0032.
Expiration Date of Approval:

September 30, 2001.
Type of Request: Extension and

revision of a currently approved
information collection.

Abstract: Federal milk marketing
order regulations authorized under the
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act
of 1937, as amended (7 U.S.C. 601–674),
require milk handlers to report in detail
the receipts and utilization of milk and
milk products handled at each of their
plants that are regulated by a Federal
order. The data are needed to administer
the classified pricing system and related
requirements of each Federal order.

Formal rulemaking amendments to
the orders must be approved in
referenda conducted by the Secretary.

Estimate of Burden: Public reporting
burden for this collection of information
is estimated to average 1.07 hours per
response.

Respondents: Milk handlers and milk
marketing cooperatives.

Estimated Number of Respondents:
692.

Estimated Number of Responses per
Respondent: 29.

Estimated Total Annual Burden on
Respondents: 21,397 hours.

Comments are invited on: (1) Whether
the proposed collection of information
is necessary for the proper performance
of the functions of the agency, including
whether the information will have
practical utility; (2) the accuracy of the
agency’s estimate of the burden of the
proposed collection of information
including the validity of the
methodology and assumptions used; (3)
ways to enhance the quality, utility, and
clarity of the information to be
collected; and (4) ways to minimize the
burden of the collection of information
on those who are to respond, including
the use of appropriate automated,
electronic, mechanical, or other
technological collection techniques or
other forms of information technology.
Comments may be sent to William F.
Newell, Chief, Order Operations Branch,
USDA–AMS, Room 2753–S, PO Box
96456, Washington, DC 20090–6456,
(202) 690–2375, e-mail address:
William.Newell@usda.gov. All
comments received will be available for
public inspection during regular
business hours at the same address.

All responses to this notice will be
summarized and included in the request
for OMB approval. All comments will
become a matter of public record.
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Dated: March 5, 2001.
Kenneth C. Clayton,
Acting Administrator, Agricultural Marketing
Service.
[FR Doc. 01–5781 Filed 3–8–01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410–02–P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Forest Service

Kachina Village EIS; Southwestern
Region, Arizona, Coconino County,
Coconino National Forest

AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA.
ACTION: Notice of intent to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement.

SUMMARY: The Coconino National Forest
is planning to prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement on a proposal to
improve the resiliency of the forest
ecosystem by reducing the threat of
catastrophic fire, and overall improving
forest health. This project will be
planned in cooperation with the Grand
Canyon Forests Partnership and all
interested publics.
DATES: Comments in response to this
Notice of Intent concerning the scope of
the analysis should be received in
writing on or before April 9, 2001.
ADDRESSES: Send written comments to
USDA Forest Service, Coconino
National Forest, Flagstaff, AZ 86004.
Electronic mail may be sent to
tkrandall@fs.fed.us

Responsible Official: The Forest
Supervisor of the Coconino National
Forest, Supervisor’s Office 2323 E.
Greenlaw Lane, Flagstaff, AZ 86004,
will decide what actions are most
appropriate for the Kachina Village
Project Area.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Tammy Randall-Parker, Peaks Ranger
District, 5075 North Highway 89,
Flagstaff, AZ 86004. (520) 527–8254 or
tkrandall@fs.fed.us
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
proposal will focus on improving forest
health and improving forest resiliency.
The project will include the following:

1. Removal of ponderosa pine trees to
reduce hazardous fuel loads in the
Flagstaff Urban Interface.
Simultaneously this action will improve
forest health by thinning dense stands of
trees, which will improve tree growth,
improve the herbaceous understory,
protect cultural resources from wildfire,
improve and protect wildlife habitat,
and watershed functions. Thinning of
ponderosa pine will include thinning of
smaller diameter ponderosa pine. We
estimate ninety-percent of the tree
thinned will be small than 12″ dbh.

Large old trees, mature ponderosa pine
and Douglas-fir will not be removed
from the area. These trees are important
to wildlife, aesthetic values, and the
overall health of the ecosystem. The
mature trees are very important and the
thinning conducted will help to
improve the longevity of these old trees
by reducing competition and will also
help to protect them in the event of a
wildfire event.

2. Prescribed burning and removal of
slash created by thinning will be
conducted. Prescribed burning will be
used to reduce fuel loads and will
simultaneously benefit forest health by
stimulating understory vegetation.
Wildlife, soils, and watershed function
will benefit from prescribed fire. Slash
created by thinning will be managed
and mitigated so that only short-term
impacts will occur from thinning slash.

3. Roads will be needed to access
areas during thinning. Many roads exist
in this area currently and there will be
reconstruction needs due to the poor
condition of some roads. Very few new
roads are anticipated, other than
development of temporary roads. A road
management plan will focus on the
desired future condition that will best
manage for wildfire access, recreation
access, water quality improvement, and
wildlife protection.

4. Recreation management including
dispersed camping, trails, recreational
opportunities and developments will be
woven into our efforts to reduce fire risk
(human caused fires), improve forest
health, improve watershed and soil
function, and improve wildlife habitat,
and most importantly better serve the
needs of our publics. Caring for the land
and serving the people must be
balanced and will be integrated into a
proposal to improve forest health and
resiliency.

Alternatives for this project will be
based on public comment to this notice
and scoping which will occur during
March and April of 2001. A scoping
document to include a more detailed
proposed action is expected to be
available to the public in April. We
encourage all interested parties to
provide input and suggestions during
the month of March. Meetings will be
held at the Peaks Ranger District Office
on March 1, 15, 22, and 23 to provide
comment into the development of a
proposed action.

The month of April will include a 30-
day comment period on a proposed
action for the project area. Based on
public comment and issues that come
forth from scoping, alternatives will be
developed by the USFS
Interdisciplinary team assigned to this
project. A draft EIS will be developed

and available for public comment July
or August 2001. A final EIS would be
anticipated in September/October of
2001.

The Forest Service believes, at this
early stage, it is important to give
reviewers notice of several court rulings
related to public participation in the
environmental review process. To be the
most helpful, comments on the draft
environmental impact statement should
be as specific as possible and may
address the adequacy of the statement or
the merits of the alternatives discussed
(see Council of Environmental Quality
Regulations for implementing the
procedural provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act at 40 CFR
1503.3).

In addition, Federal court decisions
have established that reviewers of draft
environmental impact statements must
structure their participation in the
environmental review of the proposal so
that it is meaningful and alerts an
agency to the reviewers’ positions and
contentions. Vermont Yankee Nuclear
Power Corp. v. NRDC 435 US 519, 553
(1978). Environmental objections that
could have been raised at the draft stage
may be waived if not raised until after
completion of the final environmental
impact statement. City of Angoon v.
Hodel 9th Circuit, 1986) and Wisconsin
Heritages, Inc v. Harris, 490 F.Supp.
1334, 1338 (E.D. Wis. 1980). The reason
for this is to ensure that substantive
comments and objections are made
available to the Forest Service at a time
when it can meaningfully consider them
in the final environmental impact
statement.

To assist the Forest Service in
identifying and considering issues and
concerns on the proposed action,
comments on the draft environmental
impact statement should be as specific
as possible. It is also helpful if
comments refer to specific pages or
chapters of the draft statement.
Comments may also address the
adequacy of the draft environmental
impact statement or the merits of the
alternatives formulated and discussed in
the statement. Reviewers may wish to
refer to the Council on Environmental
Quality Regulations for implementing
the procedural provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act at 40
CFR 1503.3 in addressing these points.

Dated: February 28, 2001.

Karyl Georgio,
Acting Forest Supervisor.
[FR Doc. 01–5782 Filed 3–8–01; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 3410–11–M

VerDate 11<MAY>2000 17:51 Mar 08, 2001 Jkt 194001 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 4703 Sfmt 4703 E:\FR\FM\09MRN1.SGM pfrm08 PsN: 09MRN1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2010-07-17T03:24:45-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




